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II.

THE TITLE

A Study of the Relationship of Dogmatism and Academic Preparétion

of Faculty to Administrative Structure Preference at the

Faculty-Administrative Interface.

THE STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Main Problem: Is there a relationship between dogmatism and

academic preparation and preference of faculty to interdisciplinary

clusters of disciplinary divisions?

Subproblems:

A.

Is there a significant difference between the mean Dogmatism
Scale (D-Scale) Score of faculty preferring inter-disciplinary
clusters and the me;n Dogmatism Score of faculty preferring
discipline divisions?

Is there a significant relationship between faculty with
membership in four discipline divisions, i.e. Math-Science,
English-ﬂumani;ies. Social Sciences, or Business-Technical
Programs, and fgculty preference to cluster or division
organization? 3

Is there a significant relationship between faculty prepared
with more than fifteen semester hours in education courses

or less than fifteen hours in education courses and faculty
preference to cluster or division organization?

Is there a significant relationship between faculty prepared
with more than fifteen semester hours beyond the Masters Degree
or less than fifteen semester hours beyond the Masters Degree

and faculty preference to cluster or divigion organization?



E. 1Is there a significant relationship between faculty prepared
with greater than three years community college teaching
experience or less than three years community college teaching
experience and faculty preference to cluster or division
organization?

F. Is there a significant relationship between faculty prepared
with secondary school teaching experience or no secondary
school teaching experience and faéulty preference to cluster
or division organization?

G. Is there a significant relationship between faculty prepared
with four year colleg-university teaching experience or no
four-year college-university teaching experience and faculty
preference to cluster or division organization?

Secondary Problems:

H., 1Is there a significant difference between the mean D-Scale.
score of faculty prepared with more than fifteen semester
hours in education courses and the mean D-Scale score of
faculty prepared with less than fifteen semester hours in
education courses?

I. 1Is there a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty pt;pared with more than fifteen semester
hours beyond the Masters Degree and the mean D-Scale score
of faculty prepared with less than fifteen semester hours
beyond the Masters Degree?

J. 18 there a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with greater than three years

community college teaching experience and the mean D-Scale

7




III.

score of faculty prepared with less than three years
community college teaching experience? i
K. 1Is there a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with secondary school teaching -
experience and the mean D-Scale score of faculty prepared
with no secondary school te;ching experience?
L. 1Is there a significa' - difference between the mean D=Scale
score of faculty pr. red with four year college-university
teaching experience and the mean D-Scale score of faculgy

prepared with no four year college-university teaching

experiehce?

IHE HYPOTHESIS

Main hypothesis: There is a relationship Letween dogmatism and

academic preparation and faculty preference to cluster or .

division organization.

Supportive Hypotheses:

A. There is a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prefering cluster organization and the mean
D-3cale score of faculty preferring division organization.

B. There is a significant relationship between faculty with
membership in four discipline divisions, i.e. Math-Science
English-Humanities, Social 3ciences, or Business-Technical
Programs and faculty preference to cluster or d:vision
organization.

C. There is a signifizant relationship between facuity prepared

with more than fifteen semester hours in education courses



D.

E.

F.

G.

or less than fifteen sémester hours in education courses and

faculty preference to cluster or division organization. C b

‘There is a significant relationship between faculty prepared

with more than fifteen semester hours beyond the Masters e
Degtree or less than fifteer semester hours beyond the Masters
Degree and faculty preference to cluster or division organization.
There is a significant relationship between faculty prepared

with greater than three years comﬁunity college teaching
experience or less than three years community college teaching
experience and faculty preference to cluster or division
organization.

There is a significant relationship between facuity prepared

with secondary school teaching experience or no secondary

school teaching experience and faculty preference to cluster

or division organization.

There is a significant relationship between faculty prepared

with four year college-university teaching experience or no

four year college-university teaching experience and faculty

preference to cluster or division organization.

Secondafy Hypotheses:

H.

L 3

There i3 a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with more than fifteen semester
hours in education courses and the mean D-Scale score of

faculty prepared with less than fifteen semester hours in

education courses.



I.

J.

L.

There is a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with more than fifteen semester
hours beyond the Masters Degree and the mean D-Scale score
of faculty prepared with less .han fifteen semester hours
beyond the Masters Degree.

Thexe is a significant d;fference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with greater than three years
community college teaching experience and the mear D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with less than three years community
college teaching experience.

There is a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with secondary school teaching
experierce ind the mean D-Scale score of faculty prepared
with no secondary school teaching experience.

There is a significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with four year college-university
teaching experience and the mean D-Scale score of faculty
prepared with no four year college-university teaching

experience.

IV. BACKGROUND AND SIGNIFICANCE OF THE STUDY

Since the beginning of Eastern Campus there has been a

verbal committment by the faculty and administration to creating

an open and experimental learning enviromment. Implicit in this

committment was and is an attempt to hire faculty who have the

attitudes and practices that are consonant with openness and

experimentalism. In an earlier Nova University Practicum Report,

3.0
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Burger and Jelfo designed a governance-administrative structure
at the faculty-administrative interface that attempted 'to
facilitate an open, creative, and experimental environment,"
(4:20) The recommendations of this practicum were to create

two types of overlépping positions resulting in interdisciplinary
cluster housing leader wifh the majority of tasks and a discipline
division leader. 1f this structure is to facilitate openness,

it should attract'and be preferred by'existing faculty who are
open-minded and faculty being considered for employment should
be assessed and selected, at least in part, by the degreé of
openness they demonstrate. If the results of this study show
there is a significant relationship between openness, i.e.
dogmatism score, and academic preparation, and preference to
either cluster or division organization, then these factors
should be used, at least in part, to select future faculty.

If the results of this study show a relationship between the
variables, then further analysis of the data to determine if

the }elationships are either positive or negative will be needed.
Eastern Campus President Dr. Robert F. Shepack has approved of
this study and has agreed'to use the factors that show a rela-
tionship in the selecti;h of new faculty members.

Rokeach, who has done much research in to the nature of
beliefs and personality, defines the extent of being open or
closed as being the degree to which the person ‘'can receive,
evaluate, and act on relevant information received from the
outside on its own intrinsic merits, unencumbered by 1;re1evant

factors in the situation arising from within the person or from



the outside." (11:57) The open-minded person is able to hold

his answers up to further questioning, testing, and possible
change; distinguish relevant and irrelevant information and react
appropriately and correctly; evaluate and act on informacion
according to requirements inside of the present situation; and
more strongly resist externally imposed rewards or punishments.
the closed-minded person, in addition to the opposite of the above,
opposes far more than he supports; ts'fiercely loyal to his

own side; tends to lump all beliefs together; and accepts and
respects 1dea§ only from sources that he is in agreement or that
are approved by his authority figures. (3:33) Open and close-
mindedness is not so much a matter of what one believes but how
one believes.

A Dogmatism (D) Scale has been developed by Rokeach to
measure the structure of belief systems with emphasis on how
one believes. The D-Scale determines the degree of open and
close-mindedness.

This raises the question as to the relationship of the
sturcture .. belief systems to content of beliefs. A study at
the University of Wiscoqsin showed a relatively low correlation
between beliefs and practices of experimentalism and dogmatism
with coefficients ranging from .26 to .36 but being significant
beyond the .0l level. The conclusion of the study indicated
only a "shirt-tail relationship" between the twe variables.
(3:159)

Apez (1) studied staff members of the University of

)
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Missouri (N2406) using the Rokeqch D-Scale and found that while
attitude change in general way vary from person to person, most
people consistently react different ways to different changes.
The relative importance each attaches to different aspects of
the "goodness" or "badness" of each change is paramount.

Another question raised is that of the relationship of
academic preparation and experience to attitudes towards
innovation and change. Hamill (8) fodnd that certain professors
in comuunity colleges with greater academic preparation were
dissatisfied with their institutions and regarded the four-year
colleges and universities as their reference group. Conversely,
professors with five years of more experience in their fields,
women, and professors in applied subjects a&opted the community
college concept. But the relaticnship between the two sets of
attitudes was neither positive nor negative,

Evans and Leppman found that college instructors tend to
shy away from innovation and change. (5:36) Cohen feels that
while this study was at a senior institution it would seem
community colleges would be no exception. Cohen states that
the "question of which types of faculty members tend to accept
change is rarely asked.JK(S:36) Shepack (14) did extensive
testing of faculty attitudes toward experimentalism and dogmatism
but did no statistical analysis resulting in any definite
conclusions about faculty types and change.

Averill (2) studied farmers and classified them according to
their tendency to adopt farm practice innovations. One way

analysis of variance showed some relationship between openness

13
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and age, formal schooling, and socioeconomic status. He
suggested that educative behavior is important to maintaining .
an openness to new ideas.

Funk (7) found a slight positive relationship between .
dogmatism and age and a strong negative association between
level of education and dogmatism. Shaver and Richards (13)
found little evidence to support a relationship between
dogmatism and age, college class, or éex. They also indicated
that students in teacher education were not different in terms
of dogmatism than university students in general. Long (9)
found a negative relationship between dogmatism and tenure
among forest service employees.

The effect of the social system appears not to necessarily
change beliefs but to change behavior. Jamias and Troldahl (10)
found a .40 correlation between dogmatism and innovation in a
gocial system where the value for innovation was low. But in a
social system where the value for innovation was high the
correlation between dogmatism and innovation was only.~.09., The
conclusions were that highly dogmatic individuals living in a
social system with a high value for innovativeness would adopt
new recommendations more‘readily than highly dogmatic individuals
in social systems having low value for innovativeness. Low
dogmatic individuals had a relatively high adoption rate
regardless of the social system. (10:146) Crespi suggests that

attitudes may have predictable relationships to behavior in

highly institutionalized situations and they may have little

2%
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predictive value in more ioosely structured situations. (6:334)

It is the ' jective of this practicum to study the
relationship of dogmatism and academic preparation as it relates
to faculty preference of administrative organization. The

finding of a significant relationship of open-mindedness to

" administrative organization could have impact as to the type of

faculty members selected. The finding of a significant
relationship of academic preparation characteristics to openness
and administrative organization could have major implications

for the selection process of potential faculty members,

DEFINITION OF TERMS

For the purpose of this study the following are the definitions

used:

Faculty: A full-time (12 hours per quarter) teaching faculty at
the Eastern Campus of Cuyahoga Community College.

Interdisciplinary Cluster: An administrative subdivision or
a physical area within the college with classrooms and
offices for twelve faculty of different disciplines, a
counselor, and a unit leader.

Discipline Division: An‘administrative subdivision within the
college grouping faculty into similar academic units, i.e.
Math-Science, English-Humanities, Social Sciences, and
Business-Career Programs.

Dogmatism: The degree to which a person 'can receive, evaluate,
and act on relevant information received from the outside

on its own intrinsic merits, unencumbered by irrelevant

factors in the situation arising from within the person

15 :
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or from outside." (11:57) " Positiveness in assertion in
matters of opinion. The degree of open and close-mindedness.

Dogmatism Scale (D-Scale): An instrument to measure the structure
of belief systems with emphasis on how one believes.
Determines the degree of open and close-mindedness, i.e.
dogmatism,

Academic Preparation: The sum total of formal study and previous
teaching experience. Included a;e the following factors:
level of formal study, education courses, discipline of
major teaching responsibility, and previous teaching
experience on community college, secondary, and four=year
college-university levels.

Faculty-Administrative Interface: The boundary between the
teaching faculty and administration. Administrative
position at this level could also include teaching
responsibilities and is traditionaliy referred to as a

~ department or division chairman.

VI. LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY
(1) The size of the sample population may prevent generalization
of the findings.,
(2) The findings may only be important to the Cuyahoga Community
College's Eastern Campus.
(3) The effect of having personal and social friends within the
sample population. Bias toward the experimenter. Social

Stimulus value. Experimenter bias.

(4) Correlating responses from two test instruments.

16
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(5) Highly dogmatic individuals may respond in favor of clusters
because of the existing atmosphere encouraging innovation.
(6) Study shows only if a relationship exists and not whether

positive or negative.

VII. BASIC ASSUMPTIONS

For the purpose of this study the fdllowing are assumptions:

(1) Dogmatism-Scale score is a valid measure of the flexibility
(openness) and rigidity (clcseness) of belief systems.

(2) The Faculty Preference Questionnaire is a valid measure
of preference to interdisciplinary clusters or academic
divisions.

(3) Background of academic preparation and experience were

honestly transmitted by the faculty.

VIII. PROCEDURES FOR COLLECTING DATA

(1) Through the administration of the Dogmatism=Scale to
faculty to determine Dogmatism-Scale scores.

(2) Through the administration of a Faculty Preference
Questionnaire to faculty to determine academic background
and administrative‘organization preference.

(3) All questionnaires were anonymous with a separate sheet
filled out by each faculty indicating that they have
completed and returned it.

(4) All questionnaires were administered or delivered to
faculty by the experimenter.

(5) Free response was asked for from the sample population in

reference to additional limitations of the study.

17




IX.

PROCEDURES FOR TREATING DATA

The data produced by this study was in three forms as described

below.

A. D-Scale scores: D-Scale Questionnaires were hand-scored
and interpreted producing a numerical score. For eacﬁ‘test
different meand were calculated for each group.

B. Administrative Preference Questionnaire was hand-scored
with ten points assigned to a cluéter preference and zero
points to a division preference. If‘bogh were indicated a
score of five points was assigned._ Questionnaires were then
ranked in order of increasing score and divided into two
groups at the median. The upper half was designed as
preferring clusters and the lower half designated as
preferring divisions.

C. Academic preparation from questionnaire was hande-scored.

Since this study is dealing with relationships between different

types of data for each hypothesis type, different tests were

required.

For a study of the difference between the mean D-Scale score
and faculty preference, a t-test is called for. The sample size
was 25, D-Scale scores a;e on an interval scale, and faculty
preference to cluster or division produces a dichotomy on a
nominal scale. A two-tailed test is used for only a difference
is sought.

For a study of the relationship between academic preparation

and organizational preference, a Chi Square test is required.

18
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All data is categorized on a nominal scale producing a 2 x 2
table for all but one test which will require a 2 x 4 table.

For a study of the difference between the mean D-Scale
scores and academic preparation, again a t-test is required.
Sample size is less than 30, (N2*25), D-Scale scores are interval,
and acadeﬁic preparation is nominal. A two-tailed test is used
for only a difference is sought.

All tests were calculated by a c;lculator and verified by
computer.

Prodedures
Supportive Hypothesis A:

1. (H,) : There 1s no difference between the mean D-Scale

score of faculty preferring cluster organization

and the mean D-Scale score of faculty preferring

division organization.
Ho :+ P, = P,

2. (H;) : There is a significant difference between the
mnean D-Scale score of faculty preferring
clusters and the mean D-Scale score of faculty

preferring divisions.

Ha:PI’PZ
3. Desired level of significance: S .05

4. t-test

5. df = 23 and two-tailed test with a critical t of 22.069.

Supportive Hypotheses B, C, D, E, F, G: -

B. 1. (Hy) : There is no relationship between faculty

13




C.

D.

4.
S.
1.

1.

membership in discipline and prefereﬁce to
clusters or divisiomns. ke
Hy : Py 2 P,
(Ha) : There is a relationship between faculty
membership and preference.
Ha : Py # Py
Desired level of significance: = .05
Chi Square Test 1is used. ‘
df = 3 with Chi Square value of 7.815.
(Ho) : There is no relationship between faculty with
either more or less than fifteen semester
hours in education and faculty preference to
clusters or division.
Hgt Py = Pz

(Hy) There is a relationship between faculty with

either fifteen semester hours in education
and preference,
Hy Pl 4 Pa

Desired level of significance for suppprtive

hypotheses 9, D, E, F, G: 2 .05

Chi Square test is used for supportive hypotheseé

¢c,D,E, F, G.

df = 1 with Chi Square value of 3.84.

(Ho) : There is no relationship between faculty
with either more or lese than fifteen
semester hours beycnd Masters degree and
preference.

Ho ¢t Py = P2
<0



2. (Hy)

There is a relationship between faculty with
cither more or less than fifteen semester
hours beyond Masters Degree and preference.
B, :+ Py 2P,
E. 1. (Ho) : There is no relationship between faculty
| with either more or less than three years
community college teaching experience and
preference. .
Hy : P} 2 Py
2. (H;) : There is a relationship between faculty with
either more or less than three years community
college teaching experience and preference.
Hy : Py 2 Py
F. 1. (Hy) : There is no relationship between faculty with
or withcut secondary school teaching experience
and preference.
Hy 2 Py # P

There is a relationship between faculty with

.

2. (Ha)
or without secondary teaching experience
and preference.

Hy : P1 # Py

G. 1. (Hp) There is no relationship between faculty with
or without four year college-university
teaching experience and preference.

There is a relationship between faculty with

2. (H))

<1




or without four year college-university
teaching experience and preference.
Hy : P T Py
Secondary Hypotheses H, I, J, K, L

Ho 1. (M) : There is no difference between the mean
D-Scale scores of faculty with more and less
than fifteen semester hours of education
courses, |
Ho : Py = P,

2. (Hy) : There is a difference between the mean
D-Scale scores of faculty with more and less
than fifteen semester hovrs of education
courses.
Hy : Py 2 Py

3. Desired level of significance for secondary

hypotheses H, I, J, K, L: = .05
4. t-test
5. df = 23 and two~tailed with a critical t of 2.069
I. 1. (Hy) : There is no difference between the mean

D-Scale scores of faculty with more and less
than fifteen semester hours beyond the
Masters Degree.
Ho : Py = P,

2. (Hz) : There is a difference between the mean D=-Scale
scores of faculty with more and less than
fifteen semester hours beyond the Masters Degree.

HG:P],’PZ

o s




J. 1. ()
2. (i)
Ko 10 (Ho)
2. (Ha)
L. 1. (Ho)
2, (Ha)

-18-

There is no difference between the mean
D-Scale scores of faculty with more and less
than three years community college teaching
experience,

H, : Py = P,

There is a difference between the mean D-Scale
scores of faculty with more and less than

three years commuhity college teaching
experience.

Hy : P) 2 P,

There is no difference between the mean D-Scale
scores of faculty with and without secondary
school teachiig experience.

Ho : Py 2 Py

There is a difference between the mean D-Scale
scores of faculty with and without secondary
school teaching experience.

Hy : Py # P,

There is no difference between the mean D-Scale
scores of faculty with and without four year

college teaching r xperience.

There is a difference between the mean D-Scale

gcores of faculty with and without four year

college teaching experience,

HatP]_#PZ

23
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X.

PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS OF DATA

The results from the two questionnaires and the faculty
academic background inventory were grouped and entered on a
summary sheet to permit ready access. The scores of the D-Scale
questionnaire were ranked in order from high to low as shown in
Table 1 and Figure 1. The scores of the division-cluster
preference questionnaire were ranked from high to low and
separated into two groups at the median (25G) resulting in
thirteen faculty being classified as preferring clusters and
twelve faculty clagsified as preferring divisions. Table 2 and

Figure 2 show the distribution of scores for this questionmnaire.

TABLE 1

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF 25 D~SCALE SCORES

Interval Frequency
198-208 3
187-197 C
176-186 1
165-175 . 8
154-164 9
143-153 3
132-142 0
121-131 1
Total 25




FRENUENCIES
b

121 132

143 154 165 176 187 198 208
SCORE INTERVALS

X = 166.64 S.D. = 17.67

Figure 1. Histogram of 25 D-Scale Scores

TABLE 2

FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF 25 DIVISION-CLUSTER PREFERENCE SCORES

———— — S
Interval Frequency.
385-440 3
330-384 4
275-329 ] 3
220-274 6
165-219 6
110-164 1

55-109 2

0-54 1

Total 25
oy~
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FREQUENCIES

0 55 110 165 220 275 330 385 440
SCORE INTERVALS

X 243.8  Median = 250  5.D. = 101.2
Figure 2. Histogram of Cluster-Division
Preference Scores

For the relationship of D-Scale score and faculty preference
to clusters or divisions, a null hypothesis of Py S Py was
postulated. As shown in Table 3, a t-ratio of .85 was obtained
and found to be nonsignificant. 1In view of this finding, the
above null hypothesis was accepted, Therefore, it was concluded
that there is no significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty preferring cluster organization and the mean
D-Scale score of faculty preferring division organization,

For the relationship of faculty disciplines and cluster or
division prefervnce, a null hypothesis of Py Z P2 was postulated.
As shown in Table 4, a Chi Square of 11.22 was obtained and
found to be significant at the .02 level of significance. In
view of this finding, the above null hypothesis was rejected.
Therefore, it was concluded that there is a significant
relationship between faculty membership in academic disciplines

and preference to cluster or division organization.



TABLE 3

CALCULATION OF t-RATIO FOR MEAN D-SCALE SCORES
OF FACULTY WITH PREFERENCE FOR
CLUSTER OR DIVISION

Cluster Division
Preference Preference
n 13 12
Mean 169.56  163.50
S.D. 16.99 18.66
X[ = Xy 6.04
t-ratio .85

For the relationship of faculty with more or less than
fifteen semester hours in education courses and preference to
cluster or divisions, a null hypothesis of Py = P, was postulated.
As shown in Table 5, a Chi Squere of .0712 was obtained and
found to ba nonsignificant. In view of this finding, the above
null hypothesis was accepted. Therefo}e, it was concluded that
there is no significant relationship between faculty prepared

with more or less than fifteen semester hours in education

L

courses and faculty preference to cluster or division erganization.

For the relationship of faculty with more or less than
fifteen semester hours beyond the Masters and preference, a
null hypothesis of By = P, was postulated. As shown in Table 6,
a Chi Square of .3369 was obtained and found to be nonsignificant.

In view of this finding, the above null hypothesis was accepted.
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Therefore, it was concluded there is no significant relationship
between faculty prepared with more or less than fifteen semester
hours beyond the Masters Degree and faculty preference to cluster
or division organization,

For the relationship of faculty with more or less than
three years of community college teaching and preference, a
null hypothesis of P) = Py was postulated. As shown in Table 7,
a Chi Square of .3708 was obtained anh found to be nongignificant.
In view of this finding, the above null hypothesis was accepted.
There fore, it was concluded there is no significant relationship
between faculty prepared with more or less than three years
community college teaching experience and faculty preference to
cluster of division organization.

For the relationship of faculty with or without secondary
school teaching and preference, a null hypothesis of P =P,
was postulated. As shown in Table 8, a Chi Square of .6617 was
obtained and found to be nonsignificant. 1In view of this finding,
the above null hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was
concludgd there is no significant relationship between faculty
prepared with or without secondary school teaching experience and
faculty preference to ciuster or division organization.

For the relationship of faculty with or without four-year
college-university teaching and preference, a null hypothesis of
P) - P was postulated. As shown in Table 9, A Chi Square of
3216 was obtained and found to be nonsignificant. In view of

this finding, the above null hypothesis was accepted. Therefore,
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it was concluded there is no significant relationship between
faculty prepared with or without four-year college-university
teaching experience and preference to cluster or division
organization.

For the relationship of mean D-Scale score and education
courses, a null hypothesis of Py T P, was postulated. As shown
in Table 10, a t-ratio of -.15 was obtained and found to be
nonsignificant. In view of this finding the above null hypothesis
was accepted. Therefore, it was concluded there is no
significant difference between the mean D-Scale score of faculty
Prepared with more than fifteen semester hours in education
courses and -the mean D-Scale score of faculty with less than

fifteen semester hours in education courses.

TABLE 10

CALCULATION OF t~RATION FOR MEAN D-SCALE SCORES
OF FACULTY WITH MORE OR LESS THAN 15 SEMESTER HOURS
IN EDUCATION COURSES

More than Less than
15 hours 15 hours
n . 16 9
Mean 166.25 167.33
S.D. 18.33 17.50
X| - X, -1.08
t-ratio -.15

For the relationship of mean D-Scale score and training
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beyond the Masters, a null hypothesis of P, = P2 was postulated.

As shown in Table 11, a t-ratio of -2.073 was obtained and found

to be significant at the .05 level of significance. 1In view of

this finding the above null hypothesis was rejected. Therefore,
it was concluded there is a significant difference between the
mean D-Scale score of faculty prepared with more than fifteen

semester hours beyond the Master's Degree and the mean D-Scale

score of faculty prepared with less than fifteen semester hours

beyond the Master's Degree.

TABLE 11

CALCULATION OF t-RATIO FOR MEAN D-SCALE SCORES
OF FACULTY WITH MORE OR LESS THAN 15 SEMESTER HOURS
BEYOND MASTERS

More than Less than
15 hours 15 hours
n 14 11
Mean 160.29 174.74
S.D. 13.01 20.03
X]_ - xZ -14.44
t"t‘atio . "2-073*

*significance at .05 level

For the relationship of mean D-Scale score and community
college teaching, a null hypothesis of Py = P2 was postulatedﬂ*
As shown in Table 12, a t-ratio of .31 was obtained and found

to be nonsignificant. In view of this finding, the above null

be
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hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was concluded there

is no significant difference between the mean D-Scale score of .
faculty prepared with greater than three years community college
teaching experience and the mean D-Scale score of faculty ..

prepared with less than three years community college teaching

experience.

TABLE 12

CALCULATION OF t-RATIO FOR MEAN D-SCALE SCORES
OF FALCULTY WITH MORE OR LESS THAN 3 YEARS
COMMUNITY COLLEGE TEACHING EXPERIENCE

e —ce— — —

More than Less than

3 years 3 years
n 13 12
Mean 167.69 165.50
S.D. 20.53 14.80
X| - X, 2.19
t-ratio .31

For the relationship of mean D-Scale score and secondary
school teaching, a null.hypothesis of Py 2 P, was postulated.
As shown in.Table 13, a t-ratio of 1.31 was obtained and found
to be nonsignificant. 1In view of this finding, the above null
hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was concluded there is
no significant difference between the mean D-Scale score of
faculty with secondary school teaching experience and the mean

D-Scale score of faculty without secondary school teaching.
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TABLE 13

CALCULATION OF t-RATIO FOR MEAN D-SCALE SCORES
OF FACULTY WITH AND WITHOUT
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHING EXPERIENCE

With Without
Experience Experience
n 13 12
Mean 171.08  161.83
S.D, 15.16 19.55
x1 - xz 9025
t-t‘atio 1031

For the relationship of mean D-Scale score and college
teaching, a null hypothesis of P, = P2 was postulated. As
shown in Table 14, a t-ratio of -1.48 was obtained and found
to be nonsignificant. 1In view of this finding, the above
null hypothesis was accepted. Therefore, it was concluded
there is no significant difference between the mean D-Scale
score of faculty prepared with four-year college-university
teaching experience and the mean D-Scale score of faculty prepared

with no four-year college-university teaching experience.
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TABLE 14

CALCULATION OF t-RATIO FOR MEAN D-SCALE SCORES
OF FACULTY WITH AND WITHOUT
FOUR YEAR COLLEGE~UNIVERSITY EXPERIENCE

With Without
Experience Experience

n 16 9
Mean 162.75  173.56
s.D, 16.83 17.93
X, - X, -10.81
t-ratio -1,48

XI. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS. AND RECOMMENDATIONS
~ ———-———‘————-———l—___-—____-

The purpose of this study was to determine if there was a
relationship between (1) D-Scale scores and faculty preference to
administrative structure, (2) academic prepzcation and preference
to administrative structure, and (3) D-Scale scores and academic
preparation.

The twenty-five subjects of this study were all full-time
teaching faculty of the.Eastern Campus of Cuyahoga Community
College.

No significant relationship was found to exist between the
mean D-Scale scores. of faculty and their preference to cluster or
division organization., No significant relationship was found to
exist between hours in education courses, hours beyond Master's,

cormunity college teaching experience, secondary school teaching

cH

' be



experience, or four-year college-university teaching experience
and preferenc~ to either cluster or division structure. However,
a significant difference was found to exist between faculty of
different disciplines and their preference to either cluster or
division structure.

No significant relationship was found to exist between the
mean D-Scale scores of faculty and hours in education courses or
teaching experience in secondary schobls, community colleges, and
four-year colleges-universities. A significant difference was
found to exist between the mean D-Scale scores of faculty with
more than fifteen hours and the mean D-Scale score of faculty with
less than fifteen hours.beyond Master's Degree.

With two exceptions, the results of the study permit the
conclusion that there are no relationships between dogmatism and
structure preference, academic preparation and preference, and
dogmatism and academic preparation. The two notable exceptions
are that a relationship exists between (1) dogmatism and hours
beyond the Master's, and (2) academic discipline and preference.

In view of the findings it is recoumended that such factors

types of teaching experience and hours in educational preparation
are not valid as criteri; for selecting new faculty where the
characteristics of open-mindedness and preference to clusters or
divisions are desired.

The relationship of faculty of different disciplines to
preference to either clusters or divisions should be studied
further to determine which discipline areas prefer which type of

structure for future organization patterns.

40



The relationship of dogmatism to hours beyond the Master's
should be studied further to determine the direction of the
difference., Once this is determined, this relationship could
be used as a criterion for selection of faculty who display a

higher degree of openness.
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